The phase factor on the right-hand side of Eq. ͑29͒ is incorrect. This error propagates to Eqs. ͑30͒ and ͑31͒ and results in incorrect signs in Eqs. ͑32͒ and ͑38͒, and affects Figs. 4 and 5. Correct forms of Eqs. ͑29͒-͑31͒ are ͗2͉V C ͉p,;1s 1/2,− ͘ ͗1͉V C ͉p,;1s 1/2,− ͘
The final expressions ͑32͒ and ͑38͒ for the PNC cross section and PNC strength of the two resonances should read 
͑38͒
The signs in square brackets in Eq. ͑32͒ here are opposite to those in Eq. ͑32͒ of the original paper, and Eq. ͑38͒ here differs from Eq. ͑38͒ of the original paper by the sign in the numerator and the sign before the second term in square brackets. The original Fig. 4 is replaced by Fig. 1 . When using the correct form of PNC , Eq. ͑32͒, we see that the contributions of the two resonances have opposite signs. The PNC asymmetry A ϵ + − − + + − now changes sign between the resonances for all ions ͑ Ϯ are the cross sections for positive and negative helicity of the electron beam͒. As a result, the energy-averaged PNC effect is strongly suppressed at large Z. This effect is manifested by the factor ͑⌫ + ͑r͒ / ⌫ + − ⌫ − ͑r͒ / ⌫ − ͒ in Eq. ͑38͒, which decreases with Z, as ⌫ Ϯ ͑r͒ / ⌫ Ϯ → 1. Correct plots of the feasibility functions F and F av ͑original Fig. 5͒ are shown in Fig. 2 . The feasibility functions F and F av correspond to measurements with a monoenergetic and broad beams, respectively, with smaller values being favorable. The function F in Fig. 2 is less steep than in Fig. 5 of the paper. Consequently, the feasibility of a PNC experiment with a monoenergetic beam is slightly higher for ions with Z Ͻ 40 and a little lower for Z Ͼ 43 than was predicted in the paper. The feasibility of a PNC measurement with a broad energy beam is now significantly worse for all ions. This is a consequence of the cancellation of the two contributions mentioned above.
The authors are grateful to Vladimir Shabaev for pointing out the sign error in Eq. ͑38͒ of our paper. 
